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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 27-72 are pending. Applicant's arguments were fully noted, but are moot 
in view of new rejections made below in response to the amendments. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 27, 48, 69, and 72 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

1 . In claims 27, 48, and 69, "the first process" should be recited instead of 
"the process" in all places "the process" is recited. 

2. It is assumed that claim 72 should depend on claim 71 instead of 62. 

3. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 27-40, 48-61, and 69-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "substantially" in claims 27, 48, and 69 is a relative term which renders 
the claims indefinite. The term "substantially" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. As such, it is unclear how similar the associated identifier of the one or more 
gaming software program has to be to the first identifier to be considered "substantially 
the same". 
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Claims 27-40 and 48-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap 
between the steps. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted steps are: steps for 
determining which gaming software programs to select to compare with a selected 
process and steps for checking all the gaming software programs so that in the last 
step, it could be determined that none of the identified one or more gaming software 
programs includes the first portion of the selected first process. Without these steps, it 
is not possible to properly determine if a process executing in RAM corresponds to any 
gaming software program stored. Consider three processes executing in RAM: A, B, 
and C which corresponds to programs a, b, and c respectively that are stored in file 
storage devices. Going by what is currently recited in claims 27 and 48, it is possible to 
get an indication that the processes executing in RAM are invalid even though they are 
valid. For example, if process B were selected for verification, it might be compared to 
program a or c, which would cause an invalid notification to be generated. 

Claims 40 and 61 recites "the list of processes" which lacks antecedent basis. 

Claims not specifically addressed are rejected due to dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
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applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 27-32, 35-38, 40-43, 46-53, 56-59, 61-64, 67-69, and 71 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Rowe (US 2003/0028779). 

It is noted that while Rowe is assigned to the same assignee as the present 
application, it has a different inventive entity and Rowe's effective filing date is two dates 
before the effective filing date of the current application. As such, Rowe qualifies as a 
102(e) reference. 

Claims 27, 48, and 69: 

As per claim 27, Rowe discloses: 

1 . Identifying one or more processes scheduled for execution on the gaming 
machine RAM (paragraphs 24 and 35). 

2. Selecting a first process of the one or more processes for verification (paragraph 
24). 

3. Identifying a first identifier and current RAM location of the selected first process 
(paragraphs 36-37 and 39). 

4. Identifying a first portion of the first process that does not change during 
execution of the first process (paragraph 41). Rowe authenticate a process 
executing in RAM by comparing a generated signature of the process to a 
generated signature of a gaming software program that is stored either locally on 
the gaming machine or at a network location. The only way these two signatures 
can match is if they were generated from portions of the process and program 
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which do not change. As such, this inherently implies identifying a first portion of 
the first process that does not change during execution of the first process, 

5. Identifying one or more gaming software programs stored on one or more file 
storage devices, wherein the one or more gaming software programs each have 
an associated identify which is substantially the same as the first identifier 
(paragraph 46). 

6. Selecting for inspection a first gaming software program from the one or more 
identified software programs, wherein the selected first gaming software program 
includes a second portion of executable code (paragraphs 27, 39, and 47). 

7. Performing a comparison of the first portion of the first process and the selected 
gaming software in order to determine whether the selected first gaming software 
program includes the first portion of the selected first process (paragraphs 27-28 
and 48). The comparison is done indirectly by comparing of generated 
signatures. 

8. Generating a notification if it is determined that none of the identified one or more 
gaming software programs includes the first portion of the selected first process 
(paragraphs 48-49). 

Claim 48 is rejected for much the same reasons as claim 27 because it is 
directed to a system comprising at least one processor (Fig 1A, item 103); at least one 
interface (Fig 1A, item 110); and memory (Fig 1A, items 106, 104, and 114), and is 
operable to perform the method of claim 48. 
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Claim 69 is rejected for much the same reasons as claim 27 because it is 
directed towards a system comprising at least one processor (Fig 1A, item 103); 
memory (Fig 1A, items 106, 104, and 114); and means for performing the method of 
claim 27. The recited means invoke 112, 6th paragraph, referring to software (i.e. a 
code comparator and code authenticator) which were also disclosed by Rowe 
(paragraph 24: code comparator and code authenticator) as performing the method of 
claim 27. 

Claims 28 and 49: 

Rowe further inherently discloses parsing the selected first gaming software 
program to distinguish between portions of the selected first gaming software program 
which do not change during execution of the gaming software program and portions of 
the selected first gaming software program which do change during execution of the 
gaming software program (paragraphs 39, 41, and 46). 

As discussed above, in Rowe's invention, generated signatures are utilized to 
determine if a process executing in RAM is valid or not by comparing the generated 
signatures of the RAM processes to the generated signatures of software stored on one 
or more file storage devices. This implies having to parse both the processes executing 
in RAM and the stored software to identify portions of the processes and stored 
software which do not change during execution. Signatures generated from portions 
which do change will be different each time the signature is generated, thus would be 
useless in match determination. 

Claims 29 and 50: 
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Rowe further discloses parsing the selected first process to distinguish between 
portions of the first process which do not change during execution of the process and 
portions of the first process which do change during execution of the process 
(paragraphs 39, 41 , and 46). 

As discussed above, in Rowe's invention, generated signatures are utilized to 
determine if a process executing in RAM is valid or not by comparing the generated 
signatures of the RAM processes to the generated signatures of software stored on one 
or more file storage devices. This implies having to parse both the processes executing 
in RAM and the stored software to identify portions of the processes and stored 
software which do not change during execution. Signatures generated from portions 
which do change will be different each time the signature is generated, thus would be 
useless in match determination. 

Claims 30 and 51: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the first portion of the selected process includes 
a first portion of executable code relating to the selected first process (paragraphs 39, 
41, and 46). 

Claims 31 and 52: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the comparison of the first portion of the process 
and the selected first gaming software includes: comparing the first portion of the 
process and the second portion of executable code in order to determine whether the 
second portion of executable code includes the first portion of the selected first process 
(paragraph 48). 
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Claims 32 and 53: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the first portion of the selected first process 
includes a first portion of executable code relating to the selected first process 
(paragraph 48); and 

Wherein the comparison of the first portion of the process and the selected first 
gaming software program includes comparing the first portion of executable code and 
the second portion of executable code in order to determine whether the second portion 
of executable code includes the first portion of executable code (paragraphs 39, 41 , and 
46). 

Claims 35 and 56: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the one or more gaming software programs are 
certified for execution on the gaming machine in one or more gaming jurisdictions by a 
regulatory entity within each of the gaming jurisdictions (paragraph 40). 

Claims 36 and 57: 

Rowe further discloses controlling a wager-based game played on the gaming 
machine (paragraph 29). 
Claims 37 and 58: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the wager-based game corresponds to a game 
selected from a group consisting of: a video slot game, a mechanical slot game, a 
lottery game, a video poker game, a video blackjack game, a video card game, a video 
bingo game, a video keno game, and a video pachinko game (paragraph 29). 

Claims 38 and 59: 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,041 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2135 

Rowe further discloses wherein the one or more file storage devices include at 
least storage device selected from a group consisting of: a local file storage devices 
located at the gaming machine, and a remote file storage device located at a remote 
system (paragraphs 24 and 36-27). 

Claims 40 and 61: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the list of processes scheduled for execution on 
the gaming machine RAM is provided by an operating system (paragraph 35). 
Claims 41, 62, and 71: 
As per claim 62, Rowe discloses: 

1 . Identifying the first gaming software program as currently stored in the 
gaming device RAM, wherein the first gaming software includes a first 
portion of executable code stored in the gaming device RAM (paragraphs 
24 and 35). 

2. Identifying a second gaming software program stored on a file storage 
device, wherein the second gaming software includes a second portion of 
executable code stored on the file storage device (paragraphs 27, 39, and 
46-47). 

3. Verifying an authenticity of the first gaming software program by 
comparing the first portion of executable code to the second portion of 
executable code (paragraphs 27-28 and 48-49). 
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Claim 62 is rejected for much the same reasons as claim 41 because it is 
directed to a system comprising at least one processor (Fig 1A, item 103); at least one 
interface (Fig 1A, item 110); and memory (Fig 1A, items 106, 104, and 114), and is 
operable to perform the method of claim 62. 

Claim 71 is rejected for much the same reasons as claim 41 because it is 
directed towards a system comprising at least one processor (Fig 1A, item 103); 
memory (Fig 1A, items 106, 104, and 114); and means for performing the method of 
claim 41. The recited means invoke 112, 6th paragraph, referring to software (i.e. a 
code comparator and code authenticator) which were also disclosed by Rowe 
(paragraph 24: code comparator and code authenticator) as performing the method of 
claim 41. 

Claims 42 and 63: 

Rowe further discloses parsing the first gaming software program to distinguish 
between portions of the first gaming software program which do not change during 
execution of the process and portions of the first gaming software program which do 
change during execution of first gaming software program (paragraphs 39, 41, and 46). 

In Rowe's invention, generated signatures are utilized to determine if a process 
executing in RAM is valid or not by comparing the generated signatures of the RAM 
processes to the generated signatures of software stored on one or more file storage 
devices. This implies having to parse both the processes executing in RAM and the 
stored software to identify portions of the processes and stored software which do not 
change during execution. Signatures generated from portions which do change will be 
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different each time the signature is generated, thus would be useless in match 
determination. 

Claims 43 and 64: 

Rowe further discloses parsing the second gaming software program to 
distinguish between portions of the second gaming software program which do not 
change during execution of the process and portions of the second gaming software 
program which do change during execution of second gaming software program 
(paragraphs 39, 41, and 46). 

In Rowe's invention, generated signatures are utilized to determine if a process 
executing in RAM is valid or not by comparing the generated signatures of the RAM 
processes to the generated signatures of software stored on one or more file storage 
devices. This implies having to parse both the processes executing in RAM and the 
stored software to identify portions of the processes and stored software which do not 
change during execution. Signatures generated from portions which do change will be 
different each time the signature is generated, thus would be useless in match 
determination. 

Claims 46 and 67: 

Rowe implicitly discloses wherein the first portion of the gaming software 
program is a portion of the first gaming software that does not change during execution 
of said first gaming software program (paragraphs 49, 41 , and 46). 
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For signatures to be useful in authenticating the software executing in RAM, the 
signature must be generated from portions which does not change during execution. 
Only signatures generated from portions which do not change are reliably reproducible. 

Claims 47 and 68: 

Rowe further discloses wherein the gaming device corresponds to a gaming 
device selected from a group consisting of: a player tracking unit, a player tracking 
server, a game server, and a hand-held gaming device (paragraph 31). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 33-34, 39, 44-45, 54-55, 60, 65-66, 70, 72 would be allowable if rewritten 
to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office 
action and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

While it is believed that the subject matter further recited in the above dependent 
claims is found in the prior art, Rowe was under common assignment as the present 
application at the time applicant's invention was made, thus cannot be used for 
obviousness rejection of these dependent claims since it is forbidden by 35 USC 103(c). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PONNOREAY PICH whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7962. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-4:30pm Mon-Thurs. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ponnoreay Pich/ 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2135 
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